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REMARKS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application, as presently amended and in light of the 
following discussion, is respectfully requested. 

Claims 15-20 are pending, with claims 15-20 amended by the present amendment. 
Claims 15 and 18 are independent. 

In the Official Action, claims 15-20 were rejected on the grounds of non-statutory 
obviousness-type double patenting in view of unspecified claims of U.S. Patent No. 7,595,846; 
and claims 15-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Ritter (U.S. 
Patent No. 7,058,397). 

Claims 15-20 are amended to more clearly describe and distinctly claim Applicant's 
invention. Support for this amendment is found in Applicant's originally filed specification. 1 
No new matter is added. 

Applicant submits that the double patenting rejection is moot in view of the current 
amendment. Furthermore, the double patenting rejection is improper because the rejection does 
not identify which claims of U.S. Patent No. 7,595,846 are allegedly similar to Applicant's 
claims. Thus, for a second reason, the double patenting rejection is moot. 

Applicant acknowledges with appreciation the telephone discussion between the 
Examiner and Applicant's representative on February 24, 2010. During the discussion, a 
proposed amendment was compared to the disclosure of Ritter. The Examiner agreed that the 
proposed amendment distinguished over Ritter. The Examiner also agreed that Ritter does not 
describe any type of prompting screen and that Ritter does not relate to digital television 



Specification, Fig. 5 and paragraphs [0035]-[0037] and [0045]-[0046]. 
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broadcasts. The current amendment corresponds to the amendment discussed during the 

interview, albeit amended to correct various antecedent basis informalities and to add dependent 

claims that explicitly recite that the digital broadcast receiver is a digital television broadcast 

receiver and the content item is a digital television content item. 

Briefly recapitulating, amended claim 15 is directed to 

A method of operating a digital broadcast receiver having stored therein a 
code certificate list including information correlating a content item with a user 
ID and a password, and information correlating the user ID and the password with 
a user code, the method comprising: 

displaying a screen for prompting input of the user code for user 
authentication about the content item in place of an input of the user ID and the 
password for the user authentication about the content item, the user code 
containing one or more numerals and/or characters less than a number of 
numerals and/or character contained in the user ID and the password; 

receiving the input of the user code input; 

retrieving the stored user ID and the stored password from the code 
certificate list based on the information correlating the content item with a user ID 
and a password and based on the information correlating the user ID and the 
password with the user code; and 

transmitting the retrieved user ID and password to a broadcasting station 
for the user authentication about the content item. 

Ritter describes a method of operating a portable radio that stores user-specific data in an 
identification module 40 include (for example, the user's identification and authorization data.) 
The user's identification data includes the user's identity (for example, his name and/or user 
number.) The identification module 40 can also be used as a SIM (Subscriber Identification 
Module) card in a mobile radio network, where the user's identity can also include his IMSI 
(international Mobile Subscriber Identification) number. In a variant embodiment, the 
identification data comprise also biometric parameters of the user, for example a photograph, 
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voice parameters, iris and/or retina parameters, a finger print etc. With these biometric 
parameters, it can be reliably determined whether the user of the identification module is also the 
rightful owner. 

However, as acknowledged by the Examiner during the interview of February 24, 2010, 
Ritter does not disclose or suggest any screen for prompting an input of data. Also, Ritter does 
not disclose or suggest storing a code certificate list including information correlating a content 
item with a user ID and a password, and information correlating the user ID and the password 
with a user code. Also, Ritter does not disclose or suggest retrieving the stored user ID and the 
stored password from the code certificate list based on the information correlating the content 
item with a user ID and a password and based on the information correlating the user ID and the 
password with the user code. 

Applicant submits that amended independent claim 1 8 patentably defines over Ritter for 
reasons similar to those discussed above relative to amended independent claim 15. 

MPEP § 2131 notes that "[a] claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set 
forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art 
reference." Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 
1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). See also MPEP § 2131.02. "The identical invention must be shown in as 
complete detail as is contained in the ... claim." Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 
1236, 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). Because Ritter does not disclose or suggest all of 
the features recited in claims 15 and 18, Ritter does not anticipate the invention recited in claims 
15 and 18, and all claims depending therefrom. 
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Turning now to dependent claims 17 and 20, as acknowledged in the Official Action, 
Ritter does not disclose or suggest a digital broadcast receiver that is a digital television 
broadcast receiver and a content item that is a digital television content item. Thus, dependent 
claims 17 and 20 patentably define over Ritter for independent reasons. 



Should there be any outstanding matters that need to be resolved in the present 
application, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact Michael E. Monaco, Reg. No. 
52,041, at the telephone number of the undersigned below, to conduct an interview in an effort to 
expedite prosecution in connection with the present application. 

If necessary, the Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, concurrent, and future replies 
to charge payment or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 02-2448 for any additional 
fees required under 37.C.F.R. §§ 1.16 or 1.147; particularly, extension of time fees. 

Dated: March 2, 201 0 Respectfully submitted, 



Conclusion 



Esther H. Chong " V___3 
Registration No.: 40,953 

BIRCH, STEWART, KOLASCH & BIRCH, LLP 
81 10 Gatehouse Road 
Suite 100 East 
P.O. Box 747 

Falls Church, Virginia 22040-0747 
(703) 205-8000 
Attorney for Applicant 
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